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is strike the language that was inserted and reinstate the old
language. If you look at it, we' re dealing with Section 13, on
p age 16 , s u b s e c t i o n ( 3 ) , so i t ' s l i n e 9 , and i t ' s a ver y s i mp l e
amendment. It says that t h e order of susp ension m ay be
withdrawn. And the old language was the or der of sus pension
shall be withdrawn. What does this deal with? This deals with
the issue of the licensee providing the department with evidence
that any prior findings or violations have been co rrected a nd
that the li censee i s now in fu ll compliance with the act,
whether before or after the e ffective d ate of the ord er of
suspension. So, in other words, what we have traditionally done
is the Department of Revenue has told folks who have been out of
compliance, and in eff ect b een in trouble, that we' ve had it
stated that in law if you' ve got your house in order, cleaned up
everything, that you will be reinstated, the suspension will be
withdrawn. But th is amendment that is offered would allow for
the department not to do that. It changes it, it says that they
can, they don't have to. So i n other wo rds y ou can , a s an
organization, a nonprofit who is running a bingo, be out there,
f ind ou t th at you a re ou t o f com p l iance, w he ther it be
intentionally o r uni ntentionally, and the people I'm worried
about are the people who are unintentionally out of c o m pliance,
and get your house in order, comply with all the areas that you
a re out of compliance with with regard to th e department, b u
yet they don' t, with thi s amendment a s it is proposed, the
department doesn't have to let you go back into business, they
don' t have to l et you run yo ur bingo anymore. So i t is a
substantive change with regard to the issue. It says you may,
in other w o rds we don ' t hav e to g ive you back the right to
operate like we have in the past. And I don't know of any g o od
reason why. if there is a group out there who has complied with
the issues that were out of compliance, should not be able to go
back into operation. I would ask for the body to change the may
b ack to shall so that these organizations will not suffer an y
undue downtime o r not be at the whim or the capriciousness of
the department with regard to whether or not they are to
operate. There is, in effect, a real threat there that hangs
w ith this amendment as it lays out in th e ame ndment to the
amendment. So I would urge the body to adopt this amendment to
the Norehead amendment that just changes, on line 9 of page 16,
the may back to shall, so that if they...an organization does
come into compliance again that they can go back into o p eration
and they ar e n ot forced ou t of that by the Department of
Revenue, and I can't think of any good reason why they would not
want to let an organization which is in compliance continue its
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